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Abstract 
 
Volunteering has long been known for its positive effects on the individual and the 
community. However, no research to date has examined the safety of individuals when 
volunteering their services. The safety of individuals when driving a vehicle is particularly 
a concern in the nonprofit sector as volunteers are leaving organizations due to fear of 
public liability. As such, this paper aims to identify the internal motivational factors 
influencing the safety of volunteers when driving a vehicle (n = 73). Utilizing Clary’s et al. 
(1998) scale of the motivational functions served by volunteering, we found that 
individuals who volunteer their services for ego-related functioning (protective) were more 
likely to report higher self-reported driving speeds, while individuals who volunteer their 
services for altruistic purposes (values) were more likely to report lower self-reported 
driving speeds. In turn, higher self-reported driving speeds were found to be associated 
with a greater number of self-reported crashes in the past two years. These results have 
important implications for volunteer driving organizations, as these results suggest that 
some motivations are associated with poorer driving performance.  
 
Key words: volunteers, nonprofit sector, work-related driving, driving performance
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Predicting the Safety Performance of Volunteers: Does Motivation for Volunteering 
Influence Driving Behavior? 
 
 Volunteering work has long been known for its beneficial effects on the community, 
and on enhancing multiple aspects of individual positive well being (Thoits & Hewitt, 
2001). According to the United States Bureau of Labor Statistics, 26% of the population 
volunteered their services between 2005 and 2006, while in the Australian context 34% of 
the population were found to engage in community activities in this period [Australian 
Bureau of Statistics (ABS), 2006]. Based on these statistics, there is a significant proportion 
of the population engaging in voluntary activities, and thus, individuals’ safety while 
undertaking voluntary tasks should be considered a priority. Safety while volunteering is a 
particularly important issue in the Australian context due to the unique legal liability issues 
surrounding volunteers [McGregor-Lowndes, 2003(a); 2003(b); McGregor-Lowndes & 
Nguyen, 2005; McGregor-Lowndes & Edwards, 2004). 
 One context in particular that has struggled with voluntary participation is driving 
while volunteering, as volunteers are leaving organizations because of a fear of public 
liability. Further complications arise from the recent tort law reform involving the 
protection of volunteers from personal civil liability and its transfer to the supervising 
organizations (McGregor-Lowndes, 2003(a); 2003(b); McGregor-Lowndes & Nguyen, 
2005; McGregor-Lowndes & Edwards, 2004). Further, some major insurance company 
vehicle policy wordings have altered unfavourably against nonprofit workers using their 
own vehicles for work purposes and to a lesser extent volunteers (NCOSS, 2004).  
No research to date has been directed towards the safety of volunteers when driving 
a vehicle. However, some research has been conducted in the commercial and business 
sectors, which highlights the extent of the work-related driving problem. Work-related road 
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safety has received increasing attention in recent years, due to the growing awareness of the 
extent of the issue (Dimmer & Parker, 1999; Downs, Keigan, Maycock, & Grayson, 1999; 
Haworth, Tingvall, & Kowadlo, 2000; Stradling, 2000). Road crashes have become the 
most common form of work-related death, injury and absence from work (Haworth et al., 
2000). In the United States, motor vehicle crashes are the leading cause of work-related 
deaths (Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2004). From a total of 5524 work-related fatalities, 1372 
were attributed to traffic accidents. Similar statistics have also been found within the 
Australian context (Stone, 1994). Indeed, Newnam, Watson, & Murray (2002) found that 
work-related drivers reported higher crash involvement rates in their work vehicle (per 
kilometre travelled) than their personal vehicle. 
These figures suggest road safety should be an important concern for all 
organizations where employees are engaged in work-related driving. Although there are 
some developments in workplace safety management to address vehicle and driver safety in 
commercial fleets (e.g., Haworth et al., 2000; Murray, Newnam, Watson, Schonfeld, & 
Davey, 2003), there is no research concerning nonprofit sector car fleets. Given the 
significance of the nonprofit sector in the Australian economy (4.7% of GDP and 6.8% of 
the workforce), and increasing reliance on welfare service provision, the direct and indirect 
costs of vehicle crashes pose an undue cost to government service provision affecting those 
least able to afford such services.  
In the Australian context, transport volunteers have been found to represent a 
significant proportion of the voluntary activity involvement (>25%) (ABS, 2006). Given 
this, volunteers’ safety while driving a vehicle should be considered a priority. However, 
no empirical research to date has examined the safety of volunteers in the driving context. 
As such, the goal of this research is to examine the factors influencing the safety 
performance of volunteers when driving a vehicle.  
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This paper will focus on self-reported speeding as a measure of driving 
performance, as speeding has been found to be one of the leading contributing factors to 
road crashes, and in particular, work-related crashes (Haworth et al., 2000). Furthermore, 
speeding has been found to be associated with a lower aversion to risk taking (Machin & 
Sankey, 2008). Drivers of employer owned cars and those driving a car for work-related 
purposes are presumed to be among the groups who are more likely to engage in speeding 
(Stradling, 2000). Further, work-related drivers have been found to report higher 
involvement in passive crashes and thrill seeking, higher average and preferred driving 
speeds, and receiving more speeding offences, compared to individuals who drive for 
personal purposes (Stradling, Meadows, & Beatty, 1999).  
In this paper we argue that internal influences (e.g., personal dispositions), as 
opposed to external influences (e.g., safety climate) (i.e., Newnam, Griffin, & Mason 
2008), are more likely to influence the driving performance of volunteers. The following 
will present an overview of the external and internal factors that have been found to 
influence work-related driving performance. This discussion will be followed by an outline 
of the theoretical model utilized to develop the hypotheses. 
Factors influencing the safety of volunteers   
Past research has found that work-related drivers are exposed to external influences, 
related to the nature of their job, and internal influences related to drivers’ personal 
dispositions and other individual characteristics, which can impact on driving performance 
(Newnam et al., 2002). Several factors have been suggested in the literature that could act 
as important external influences on work-related driver safety. These include high mileage 
(Griffiths, 1997), time pressures (Downs et al., 1999) and the priority given to safety within 
the organization (Newnam et al., 2008). However, unlike work-related driving in general, 
external influences would be less likely to impact on the driving performance of volunteers 
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as they are not employed in the traditional sense, do not receive remuneration for their 
services, and often use their own vehicles. As such, it is more likely that internal influences 
will impact on volunteers driving performance.  
One internal factor that could influence volunteers’ driving performance is their 
motivations for volunteering. Clary et al. (1998) developed a theory of the functions served 
by volunteers, which categorises the psychological foundations underlying their 
motivations. The argument preceding the categorisation of volunteering motivations is that 
the act of volunteering may reflect different motivational processes. This issue is 
particularly important in the driving context, as particular motivations for volunteering may 
impact differently on the driving performance of volunteers.  
We argue that there may be particular determinants of volunteering that are more 
likely to result in poorer driving performance. Specifically, some research has focused on 
individuals’ attitudes and values (Sundeen, 1992), or personality/dispositional attributes 
(Penner, Louis, Marcia, & Finkelstein, 1998) as determinants of volunteering. However, in 
this paper, we will be adopting Clary et al. (1998) volunteer motivational model to 
determine the goals attained by volunteering and their relationship with safety performance 
while driving. The central tenet underlying the Clary’s et al. volunteer motivational model 
is that individuals perform the same behaviors but in different psychology functions. In 
other words, the model attempts to identify the underlying motivation processes for 
volunteering. As past research has found that particular motivations serve different 
functions for different people when volunteering (e.g., Clary et al., 1998; Penner et al., 
1998), it is argued that particular motivations may be associated with poorer or safer 
driving performance. As such, the aim of this study is to examine the relationships between 
motivations for volunteering and driving performance.  
Theoretical development 
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Volunteer motivations have primarily been examined from a functional approach 
(Clary et al., 1998). This approach to volunteering was based on the functional approach to 
motivations, which states that people maintain their behaviors provided they fulfil one or 
more individualistic needs (Snyder & DeBono, 1987). Clary and his colleagues posited that 
an individual will volunteer if they perceive volunteering to fulfil one or more of six 
motivational functions (see Clary & Snyder, 1991; Clary, Snyder, & Ridge, 1992; Clary et 
al., 1998). Each of these functions will be briefly described: (1) Values as a function of 
volunteering provides individuals the opportunity to express their values related to altruistic 
reasons for helping others; (2) Understanding as a function of volunteering relates to the 
need for new learning experiences, and the chance to exercise new knowledge, skills, and 
abilities; (3) Protective as a function of volunteering serves the purpose of reducing guilt 
over being more fortunate than others and to address ones own personal problems; (4) 
Career as a function of volunteering provides individuals the opportunity to enhance their 
career related benefits; (5) Social as a function of volunteering serves the purpose of having 
social relationships with others; (6) Enhancement as a function of volunteering provides 
individuals the opportunity to enhance or maintain positive affect.   
The Volunteer Functional Inventory (VFI) has been utilized to provide insight into 
the functions underlying volunteering and their importance to respondents. Within the 
volunteer domain, the predictive qualities of the VFI have received support. For instance, 
Clary, Snyder, and Stukas (1996: N = 2671) found that values, career, social and 
understanding functions of volunteering significantly predicted volunteer behaviour of the 
previous year. The motivations approach to understanding volunteer behaviour has also been 
useful in determining the potentially positive outcomes associated with volunteering.  
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Based on the six functions of volunteering, the aim of this study is to examine the 
relationship between individuals’ motivations for volunteering and self-reported speeding 
behavior. Our argument is based on the premise that motivations relating to serving others 
or personal relationships (i.e., values and social) would be less likely to result in speeding 
while driving a vehicle when volunteering. Results have found that high risk groups on the 
road include young males characterized by low levels of altruism (Ulleberg, 2001). In 
support, Ulleberg and Rundmo (2003) found in a study of 1932 adolescent drivers that 
those who reported a high active concern for others (i.e., altruism) were significantly less 
likely to report engaging in risk-taking behavior in traffic (defined in terms of self-
assertiveness, speeding, and rule violations). Furthermore, young drivers with lower levels 
of altruism have also been found to report greater speeding (Machin & Sankey, 2008). 
Although the majority of past research has been conducted on young general road users, it 
is argued that altruistic tendencies and there relationship to safety outcomes may also be 
relevant in different contexts and demographic groups. In this respect, it is argued that 
individuals volunteering for the purpose of helping others or enhancing social relationships 
might engage in lower driving speeds. As such, it is hypothesised that; 
Hypothesis 1: Individuals who are more likely to report values as a function of 
volunteering are less likely to report speeding in a vehicle while volunteering. 
Hypothesis 2: Individuals who are more likely to report social as a function of 
volunteering are less likely to report speeding in a vehicle while volunteering. 
Based on this argument, we argue that individuals who volunteer their services for 
motivations other than altruistic purposes or engaging in relationships with others might be 
more likely to report risky driving behavior. Clary et al. (1998) suggests that some 
individuals are motivated to volunteer their services for self or ego-related functioning (i.e., 
understanding, protective, career, and enhancement). Specifically, Clary et al. state that 
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some individuals are motivated to volunteer their services to 1. enhance their self-
development and receive the benefits of new experiences, 2. reduce guilt and escape 
negative feelings, 3. promote career potential, and 4. promote the ego’s health and 
development. We argued that volunteer drivers who give their services for the purpose of 
enhancing themselves, their experiences, or their career may be less concerned for their 
own and others safety while driving, and therefore, be more likely to report higher driving 
speeds. As such, it is hypothesized that; 
Hypothesis 3: Individuals who are more likely to report understanding as a function 
of volunteering are more likely to report speeding in a vehicle while volunteering. 
Hypothesis 4: Individuals who are more likely to report protective as a function of 
volunteering are more likely to report speeding in a vehicle while volunteering. 
Hypothesis 5: Individuals who are more likely to report career as a function of 
volunteering are more likely to report speeding in a vehicle while volunteering. 
Hypothesis 6: Individuals who are more likely to report enhancement as a function of 
volunteering are more likely to report speeding in a vehicle while volunteering. 
Self-reported crashes 
In addition to examining the relationship between volunteering motivations and 
self-reported speeding, this study will also examine the relationship between speeding and 
self-reported crashes. Past research has found that work-related drivers who report higher 
driving speeds are more likely to report being involved in a crash (Stradling et al., 1999). 
Figure one depicts the full set of relationships under investigation in this study. As such it 
is hypothesized that; 
Hypothesis 7: Individuals who report higher speeds while volunteering are more 
likely to have reported a crash in the past two years. 
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Figure one around here 
 
Control variables 
This study also included a number of control variables on the basis of previous 
research. The control variables were kilometres driven per week when volunteering and the 
type of vehicle driven when volunteering. Past research has found that work-related drivers, 
on average, accumulate higher mileage in comparison to the average private motorist 
(Griffiths, 1997). Above average annual mileage has been suggested as a potential factor 
contributing to work-related vehicle crashes (Downs et al., 1999). In addition, a number of 
volunteers use their own vehicle, which can have implications on their perceptions of 
public liability (NCOSS, 2004). These findings constituted an argument for using these 
variables as controls within the current study. 
Methods 
Participants and Procedure 
The research was conducted in partnership with one of Australia’s largest nonprofit 
organizations. A total of 73 volunteers completed the questionnaire. The questionnaires 
were distributed to volunteers through the organization’s on-line intranet site, by hand in a 
number of congregations, and via email, where names and email addresses where given by 
the nonprofit organization. Due to the method of distribution we were unable to obtain a 
response rate. The only criterion for participation in the study was that individuals drove 
their own or their organization’s vehicle when volunteering.  
The majority of the volunteers were male (56%) with an average age of 58 years. 
The average time volunteering each week was nine hours, with individuals averaging 75 
kilometres per week. The majority of volunteers reported driving their own vehicle (66%), 
with the remaining driving their organization’s or congregation’s vehicle (34%).  
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Measures 
Volunteer Functions Inventory: Volunteer functions were assessed using Clary’s et 
al. (1998) scale. Thirty items were designed to measure individuals’ motivations for 
volunteering. This scale assessed six motivations for volunteering; values, social, 
understanding, protective, career, and enhancement. The authors reported internal 
reliabilities of .80, .83, .81, .81, .89 and .84, respectively, for these scales, and found that 
these scales formed separate factors when tested in a factor analysis. All items were 
measured on a 5-point Likert scale, ranging from Not at all important (1) to Extremely 
important (5). Table 1 provides an example of each item in the inventory. 
 
Table one around here 
 
Self-reported speed: Speeding was assessed with three items specifically developed 
for this study. The items were “Deliberately exceed the speed limit on a residential road”, 
“Deliberately exceed the speed limit on a highway or freeway”, and “Deliberately exceed 
the speed limit when traveling to clients or the office”. All items were measured on a 5-
point Likert scale, ranging from Rarely or Never (1) to Very Often (5). These speeding 
items were selected based on previous focus group discussions with volunteer drivers 
within the organization under investigation.  
Self-reported crashes: One item assessed crash involvement when volunteering 
during the past two years. A road traffic crash was defined on the questionnaire as an 
incident of at least one road vehicle involving death, injury to a person, or property 
damage. Participants were asked to count the number of crashes they had been involved in 
when volunteering.  
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Control variables: Items included in the general driving section related to 
kilometres driven per week, and type of vehicle driven when volunteering. A space was 
provided for the participants to indicate how many kilometres they drive per week. Type of 
vehicle driven when volunteering was measured on a categorical scale, with the categories 
including your organizations/congregations vehicle, own vehicle, and other. 
Demographic variables: The demographic section consisted of questions assessing 
drivers’ age and gender. Gender was measured as a categorical variable, while a space was 
provided for individuals to indicate their age.  
Analyses 
The main purpose of this study was to test the relationships among the variables 
identified in the model. However, due to sample size restrictions in the sample, single item 
indicators were used, rather than the full measurement model. Although a full structural 
model is advantageous, in small sample sizes, it is possible to exclude the measurement 
part of the model and use a full latent variable Structural Equation Modelling (SEM) 
(Kline, 1998). In support, MacCallum and Austin (2000) found that 25% of SEM studies 
used path analysis with no latent indicators. The goodness of fit statistics used to evaluate 
the SEM analyses were the root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) (Steiger, 
1990), comparative fit index (CFI) (Bentler, 1992), non-normed fit index (NNFI) (Medsker, 
Williams, & Holahan, 1994), and the goodness-of-fit index (GFI) (Kelloway, 1998).  
Results 
Bi-variate correlations 
Before examining the data using SEM, we first examined the correlations among 
the study variables. The correlations, means, standard deviations, and scale reliabilities are 
reported in Table 2. Consistent with Hypothesis 1, values as a motivation of volunteering 
negatively correlated significantly with self-reported speeding (r = -.29, p < .05). Protective 
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(r = .38, p < .05) and career (r = .34, p < .05) as functions of volunteering were also 
positively correlated with self-reported speeding, thus consistent with Hypotheses 4 and 5. 
The motivations for volunteering, including social, understanding and enhancement showed 
no significant relationship with self-reported crashes. Thus these results are not consistent 
with Hypotheses 2, 3, and 6. Consistent with Hypothesis 7, self-reported speeding was 
correlated significantly with self-reported crashes (r = .36, p < .05). This finding suggests 
that those individuals who report higher driving speeds are more likely to report a crash in 
the past two years.    
 
Table two around here 
 
Structural Equation Modelling 
The main purpose of this study was to test the relationships among the hypotheses 
under investigation. We adopted SEM to examine these relationships, using LISREL 8.7 
(Joreskog & Sorbom, 1993). The method used to assess the mediating variable effect was 
based on the product of the regression coefficients involving paths in a path model (Sobel, 
1982). This method finds an estimate of the variance of the mediating variable effect for the 
standardised variables, based on the product of the correlation between the independent 
variable and the mediating variable and the partial regression coefficient relating the 
mediating variable to the dependent variable, controlling for the independent variable 
(MacKinnon, Lockwood, Hoffman, West, & Sheets, 2002). In comparison to other methods 
assessing the mediating variables effects, such as Baron and Kenny’s (1986) approach for 
testing mediation, this method has been found to have the most accurate Type I error rates 
and the greatest statistical power (MacKinnon et al., 2002). 
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SEM allowed us to test whether the data supported the hypothesized model. 
However, first we tested two versions of the model. The hypothesised model, in which self-
reported speeding mediated the link between the motivations for volunteering and crashes 
in a work vehicle, was compared with a saturated structural model in which the motivations 
for volunteering directly predicted self-reported speeding and crashes in a work vehicle. 
Due to the small sample size (n = 73), the non-significant motivations for volunteering 
identified in the bi-variate correlations (social, understanding, and enhancement) were not 
subsequently utilised in the SEM as we wanted to reduce the number of variables in the 
analysis. As such, protective, values and career as motivation for volunteering were 
included in the SEM. Vehicle type and kilometres driven per week were controlled for in 
both the hypothesised and saturated models. 
Due to the use of single item indicators, the saturated model was just identified, and 
therefore all the fit indices were perfect. However, examination of the additional paths 
showed no significant relationships. As such, we examined the hypothesized, or mediated, 
model. The results showed that the hypothesised model provided very good fit to the data 
[∆χ2 (3) = 1.38, p=.71, RMSEA = .00, CFI = 1.00, NNFI = 1.15, GFI = .99].  
The hypothesised model supported Hypothesis 1, in that values as a motivation for 
volunteering negatively predicted self-reported speeding (B = -.22, p < .001). This result 
suggests that those that are motivated to volunteer for value purposes are less likely to 
report speeding while volunteering. Hypothesis 4 was also supported as protective as a 
function of volunteering also positively predicted self-reported crashes (B = .28, p < .001). 
This result suggest that those that are motivated to volunteer for protective purposes are 
more likely to report speeding while volunteering. Career as a function of volunteering did 
not significantly predict self-reported crashes, thus not supporting Hypothesis 5. In support 
of Hypothesis 7, self-reported speeding significantly predicted self-reported crashes (B = 
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.55, p < .001). This result suggests that those volunteers who report higher speeding 
behavior are more likely to report having a crash in the last two years. Figure 2 presents a 
diagram of the results. 
 
Figure two around here 
 
Discussion 
This paper provides a unique contribution to the volunteering and safety literature, 
by assessing the relationships between motivations for volunteering and safety performance 
while driving. Through adopting an established measure of psychological functions 
underlying volunteering, we were able to show that particular motivations were associated 
with differences in driving performance. In turn, high driving speed was associated with 
self-reported crashes in the past two years. 
This study found that self-reported speeding mediated the relationship between 
values and protective as functions of volunteering and self-reported crashes in the last two 
years. Specifically, individuals who were more likely to report volunteering for altruistic 
purposes were less likely to report speeding. This result is similar to the findings of 
Ulleberg and Rundmo (2003) and extends understanding of this relationship from their 
adolescent sample to the current adult sample. On the other hand, individuals who were 
more likely to report volunteering to protect themselves from negative features of the ego 
(protective as a function) were more likely to report speeding while volunteering. In turn, 
those that reported higher speeding behavior, were more likely to report having a crash 
while volunteering in the last two years. It should also be noted that in this sample, 
individuals were more likely to report volunteering for values purposes (M = 3.84). This 
 16
data suggests that this sample of individuals were more motivated to volunteer for altruistic 
purposes, which is more likely to be associated with lower reported driving speeds.   
Practical implications 
Overall, the results suggest that particular motivations for volunteering are 
associated with poorer safety performance, while others are associated with safer 
performance. These findings have important implications for organizations that allow 
volunteers to drive a vehicle. As the results found that individuals reported lower driving 
speeds when volunteering for purposes other than servicing their ego, organizations could 
engage in the following process to manage the risk of volunteer drivers.  
Management could conduct thorough initial interviews with volunteers before 
allowing them to drive vehicles. In addition to checking the volunteers’ driving history, this 
process could aim to ascertain the individual’s motivation for volunteering. This process 
could help to identify those individuals volunteering for non-altruistic purposes. Based on 
this process, management could decide whether those individuals that are identified as 
volunteering for ego-promoting purposes should be driving a vehicle within their 
organization. In the case that the organization believes the volunteer is a potential risk when 
driving, alternative volunteering activities could be found (e.g., desk-related tasks).    
Alternatively, if the organization allows the volunteer to drive within their 
organization, management could ensure that these individuals engage in worker 
participation programs that promote safe driving attitudes (e.g., Gregersen, Brehmer, & 
Moren, 1996). In addition, management could engage in regular safety interactions with 
these individuals to ensure that safety in the vehicle is considered a priority within the 
organization (i.e., Zohar, 2002).  
However, it should be noted that although the latter is considered a viable option, 
management may experience difficulties in issuing directives for safer driving performance 
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in the same way as with employed, and remunerated commercial drivers. From a fleet 
management perspective, this requires special consideration because volunteer drivers 
donate their time and resources, and lack the financial ties found in other industries where 
drivers are employed. In volunteer fleets, compliance with fleet safety policy and 
procedures can become a difficult task requiring a balance between ensuring safety 
compliance, and maintaining volunteers’ commitment to their work. Regardless of this 
issue, it is the responsibility of organizations to actively promote safe driving practices and 
strongly encourage safety compliance to ensure the safety of volunteer drivers. 
Limitations 
Despite its theoretical underpinnings and practical applications, this study has a 
number of limitations. First, there was a relatively small sample size for this study. The size 
of the sample reduced the statistical power for the analyses that were conducted. By 
collecting data from a larger sample, the possibility that lower statistical power was 
responsible for some of the non-significant results would be minimized.  
Second, this study relied on self-report data. However, this is less likely to be an 
issue as self-report driving questionnaires have been found to be associated with minimal 
social desirability bias (Lajunen & Summala, 2003). In support of these assertions, self-
report measures of crashes have been found to be strongly correlated with independent 
observations (Lusk, Ronis, & Baer, 1995), and accurate recall of workplace accidents have 
also been found to be acceptable in older age groups (Landen & Hendricks, 1995). Based 
on these justifications, self-report crashes was believed to be a suitable outcome variable. 
Third, a limitation relates to the cross-sectional measurements. It was not possible 
to test the causal relationships proposed in this research. It could be possible that reverse 
causation could also explain the relationship between the variables. For example, it is 
possible that drivers who have had a crash, and not experienced any adverse outcomes, then 
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experience higher motivation to speed. Future research should test the causal relationships 
proposed in this study longitudinally, to provide further validation of specific relationships.       
Conclusion 
In summary, this paper has provided some indication of the internal influences 
influencing the safety performance of volunteer drivers. The data found relationships 
between motivations for volunteering and self-reported speeding, and in turn, self-reported 
crashes. In particular, the results suggest that particular motivations for volunteers, 
including protecting the ego from negative features of the self was associated with poorer 
driving performance, while volunteering for altruistic purposes was associated with safer 
driving performance. This study has important implications for the safety management of 
volunteers and their clients. Moreover, this study has importance for the community given 
the increasing reliance on volunteer drivers and potential harm that can result to 
themselves, their passengers, and other innocent members of the community. 
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Figure 1. Motivations for volunteering and their relationship with self-reported speeding and 
crashes. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 2. Path estimates from the structural equation model 
Motivations related to lower speeds 
Values 
Social 
Understanding  
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Self-reported speeding 
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Values as a function of 
volunteering 
Career as a function of 
volunteering 
 
.55* 
.28* 
-.22* 
-.06 Significant path 
 
* p<.001 
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Table 1. Example items of the subscales in the VFI 
 
Function Example Item 
Values “I feel compassion toward people in need” 
Understanding “I can learn more about the cause for which I am working” 
Enhancement “Volunteering makes me feel needed” 
Career “I can make new contacts that might help my business or career” 
Social “People I'm close to want me to volunteer”   
Protective “By volunteering I feel less lonely” 
 
Table 2. Means, standard deviations, reliabilities, and correlations between volunteer constructs 
 
 
**  Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level *  Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level  
 
 
 
 
  
 
Scale M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
1. Crashes .22 .56 -          
2. Speeding 1.36 .59 .36* α=.78         
3. Protective 2.15 .89 .19 .38* α=.86        
4. Values 3.84 .87 -.22 -.29* .18 α=.73       
5. Career 1.77 .94 .15 .34* .73** -.01 α=.83      
6. Social 2.03 .88 -.08 .10 .43** .33* .47** α=.78     
7. Understanding 3.10 1.02 -.16 -.07 .51** .59** .37* .43** α=.82    
8. Enhancement 2.75 .93 -.06 .09 .63** .41** .50** .42** .68** α=.80   
9. Vehicle type 1.84 .75 .08 .02 -.12 -.03 -.03 .17 -.03 -.12 -  
10. Kilometers 75.10 91.99 .05 -.05 .15 -.02 .18 -.07 .14 .18 -.12 - 
